Abstract Most studies on tropical conservation questions are conducted by researchers of developed countries from the north. This geographic disconnection was recently criticised by Mammides et al. Here, we reflect on their findings and add further views from scientist's and journal editor's perspectives. We argue that journals are, a priori, most strongly interested in research questions and approaches that will likely increase their scientific impact and prestige. This is rarely compatible with publishing articles on questions with restricted global impact or based on single taxa. We question whether small changes in the editorial policy of international conservation journals will considerably improve the geographic diversity in key conservation publications. Rather, thematic scopes of the leading conservation journals should be modified, preferably in close collaboration with leading Communicated by
conservationists from the south. We are convinced that long-term investments in the tropics will create a stronger local scientific community, thus bolstering academic morale, and finally may lead to an increase in the submission and acceptance rate of articles written from scientists from these regions.
Introduction
In a recent contribution , Mammides et al. (2016) argued that the international conservation literature is dominated by scientists from developed countries, also with regard to studies conducted in the tropics. They evaluated this geographic disconnection, where scientists from ''the north'' work on topics in ''the south'', and concluded that it might jeopardise the applicability and relevance of conservation recommendations. They further argued that this problem might be diminished if local scientists would be more strongly involved in joint research activities, given that they are generally more aware of local environmental and cultural issues than scientists from the north. To overcome problems related to this geographic disconnection, Mammides et al. (2016) suggest various short-and long-term solutions. Although we agree with them on many points, we question some of their arguments and solutions, and would like to add a number of thoughts and views from our experience as scientists, reviewers of research articles and editors of conservation journals.
Scientists' perspective
In our opinion, most of conservation research in tropical regions is already conducted in close collaboration with local scientists and stakeholders. For many funding agencies, an institutional and personal cooperation is a pre-requisite to get proposals funded, and it is also needed to obtain research permits in most countries in the tropics. Most scientists, whether from developed or developing countries, are also interested to address the most relevant research topics. The vast majority of scientists from developed countries that conduct research in the tropics are hence expected to be aware of potential knowledge gaps and relevant directions in both theoretical and applied research, before embarking on their studies. As the opportunity and feasibility to study particular topics strongly depends on calls from funding agencies, the research agenda of tropical countries needs to be taken into account in setting up these calls. Here, we plea for a close collaboration between funding agencies from the north and the leading conservation scientists and practitioners of countries from the south. This will optimize chances that funding calls effectively address the most pressing questions in conservation.
Since many research activities in the tropics are conducted in fragile ecosystems, which are often under some form of protection, they are mostly already conducted in collaboration with local conservationists. Such strong stakeholder involvement at the local level can further be expected to facilitate communication between researchers and practitioners and may be more efficient in bridging gaps between theoreticians and practitioners (Arlettaz et al. 2010; Githiru et al. 2011; Habel et al. 2013) . Mammides et al. (2016) mentioned a significant increase in co-authorships of scientists from tropical countries. However, in our view, an increase in co-authorships does not necessarily reflect an improved integration of researchers and stakeholders. Official collaborations often request that at least one representative from the respective partner institution is included as a co-author, irrespective of the contribution to the study and paper. This code of practice might sometimes even undermine globally accepted guidelines on publication ethics. Mammides et al. (2016) suggest that top-ranking conservation journals should also consider publishing case studies with a more local, rather than global, focus to broaden the global conservation agenda and to give a voice to problems arising at local scales. They challenge editors to consider studies that may initially appear to have relevance only to a particular region in the tropics, and to provide guidance to the authors how to generalize their findings. This would ask for changes in the editorial process, where articles are normally taken and judged as they are, towards providing targeted help to authors that submit an article that fails the initial screening for general relevance. We agree with Mammides et al. that such a modification of the editorial process could result in an increased number of publications on local tropical conservation issues. However, we do think that for such a procedure to be effective, it should be explicitly listed in the aims and scopes of the conservation journals, rather than be left to the discretion of individual editors.
Journals' perspective
At present, most internationally-recognized scientific journals are mainly targeting papers dealing with general questions and a global focus, and applying cutting-edge analytic or field tools that are often out of scope for institutions in the south. Studies with local or single-taxon focus and based on simple methods, on the other hand, are rarely published by the same journals. This implicit global/cutting-edge focus is even explicitly listed in the author guidelines of most of the 11 leading conservation journals (cf. Mammides et al. 2016) , and only one out of these 11 explicitly encourages submissions from developing countries.
This trend towards more global, multi-taxon studies in conservation biology was recently underlined by a key-note talk by one of the world leading conservation biologist, co-author of the Mammides et al. paper, and editor-in-chief of the journal Biological Conservation at the Annual Conference of the Ecological Society of Germany, Austria and Switzerland (GfÖ ) in August 2015. In this key-note contribution, the following 'hot topicś in conservation biology (among others) were stated: New technologies (drones, environmental DNA, DNA barcoding, host of technology involving smartphones (all cost intensive), and expanding long-term, large scale research and conservation (beyond locally restricted single taxon studies). As most of these topics require substantial financial and time resources and may therefore largely outcompete researchers from the south, this talk invoked plenty of critical reflections on Twitter and various Web-blogs and illustrates the ambivalence when trying to reconcile increased lead contributions by scientists from developing countries with increased journal's impact factors. Studies addressing research questions at a local scale may not fulfil the goals of general and global relevance and thus may not boost citation indices.
More initiatives from scientists to foster a conservation agenda beyond conventional academic publication are certainly needed (Githiru and Lens 2007) . In future, publications should strongly encourage electronic posting of papers in native languages. Moreover, they might foster shorter versions, which present key findings and their implications to a wider readership in a clear and accessible format. These may be produced in collaboration with scientific societies and/or scientific journalists and posted in open blogs or briefings circulated to major national media. As an example, the complex consequences and ramifications of recent changes in Brazilian environmental legislation were presented in a nontechnical format for a wide readership of decision makers and stakeholders, as a ''white paper'' by the Brazilian Association for Ecological Science and Conservation, published in an English (Brancalion et al. 2016a ) and a Portuguese version (Brancalion et al. 2016b) . The letter was published in a supplementary issue of Natureza and Conservação and submitted to the Supreme Court in hearings on this legislation, providing a direct bridge between the scientific community and decision-makers.
Final remarks and conclusions
The majority of the 21 policy suggestions provided by Mammides et al. (2016) address linguistic problems with non-English authors and the facilitation of access to published papers. While these suggestions may indeed help to overcome particular hurdles, they are no solution to more fundamental problems related to the current domination of the international conservation literature by scientists from developed countries. Indeed, publication in international high-impact journals has limited effect on nature conservation practices at local and national levels for various reasons. Longer-term solutions such as investing in the creation or support of biodiversity and conservation research centres in tropical countries may enhance the attractiveness for local researchers to remain in-or return back to-their home country. This might help to strengthen the national sense for and culture of academia, and will improve the quality of scientific work and manuscripts.
Finally, one cannot overemphasize that developing countries are very heterogeneous in many ways. Although Mammides et al. (2016) considered five groups of countries, these were scaled for comparison by country population sizes (rather than by their number of scientists, available for instance in http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.SCIE.RD. P6). Moreover, in all other analyses they group countries into a simple high versus nonhigh income contrasts, thus ignoring that national scientific establishment varies extremely among ''non-high income'' countries (not to mention the regional differences within larger countries, such as Mexico, South Africa or Brazil). Recognizing these differences and grasping their historical and structural foundations are a requisite step to consider alternatives and possibilities of positive action. Although we agree with the main concerns of Mammides et al. (2016) , we doubt whether changes in the editorial policy of international conservation journals alone, will considerably improve the geographic diversity in key conservation publications.
